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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Dudley Kim Smith and Sharon White pled guilty to conspiracy to
distribute cocaine base in violation of 21 U.S.C.A.§ 846 (West 1999),
and use and carrying of afirearm during adrug trafficking crimein
violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 924(c)(1) (West 2000). In these consoli-
dated appeals, Smith and White claim that the district court erred by
finding for sentencing purposes each of them responsible for over 1.5
kilograms of cocaine. Smith also contends that he: (1) received inef-
fective assistance of counsal; (2) should have been permitted to with-
draw his guilty plea; and (3) was eligible for a decrease in the base
offense level because of his minor or minimal rolein the conspiracy.
White contends that the district court erred by increasing her base
offense level due to her leadership role in the conspiracy. Finding no
reversible error, we affirm.1

Wereview for clear error adistrict court's findings asto drug
amounts in determining the base offense level. The Government
needs only to prove drug amounts for purposes of a base offense level
by a preponderance of the evidence. We defer to the district court's
credibility findings. See United States v. Uwaeme, 975 F.2d 1016,

1 We have considered the effect of Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S.
__,No. 98-478, 2000 WL 807189 (June 26, 2000), and find that,
because the Appellants pled guilty to an indictment charging them with
aconspiracy to distribute fifty grams or more of crack cocaine, they were
properly sentenced under 21 U.S.C.A. § 841(b)(1)(A) (West 1999).
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1018 (4th Cir. 1992). We find asto each Appellant that the district
court was not clearly erroneous.

We decline to review Smith's claim of ineffective assistance of

counsel because such aclaim must be raised in the district court in
amotion under 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West Supp. 2000), unlessthe
record on direct appeal conclusively establishes ineffective assistance.
See United States v. Gastiaburo, 16 F.3d 582, 590 (4th Cir. 1994). We
find that the record in the instant case does not conclusively establish
that Smith's counsel was ineffective.

Wefind that the district court did not abuse its discretion by refus-

ing to permit Smith to withdraw his guilty plea. See United Statesv.
Ubakanma, 215 F.3d 421, 424 (4th Cir. 2000). Smith did not establish
a"fair and just reason for withdrawal." |d. We also find that the
court's decision not to decrease Smith's base offense level based upon
hisrole in the offense was not clearly erroneous. 2 See United States
v. Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 217 (4th Cir. 1989).

Because there was substantial evidence showing that White was a
leader and organizer of adrug conspiracy with at least five partici-
pants, the four-level increase to her base offense level was not clearly
erroneous.3 See United Statesv. Turner, 198 F.3d 425, 432 (4th Cir.
1999), cert. denied,  U.S.__ ,68U.S.L.W. 3630 (U.S. Apr. 3,
2000) (No. 99-8513).

We affirm the convictions and sentences. We deny Smith's motion

to replace his counsal. We dispense with oral argument because the
factsand legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED

2 See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines M anual § 3B1.2 (1998).
3 See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines M anual § 3B1.1 (1998).
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